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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to Amendment after non-final rejection filed October 17, 2005. 
All applicant's arguments have been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 11, 12, 14, 15 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Seiberle ("Photo Aligned Anisotropic Optical Thin Films"). 

Regarding claim 1, Seiberle discloses an anti-aliasing filter comprising a substrate; a first 
DRP of the anti-aliasing filter having at least a first LPP layer connected to the substrate and a 
first LCP layer disposed on the first LPP layer, the first DRP having a thickness selected so as to 
provide a selected separation of ordinary and extraordinary light rays (Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 2, Seiberle discloses the first LPP layer is disposed on the substrate (Fig. 

5). 

Regarding claim 4, Seiberle discloses a second LCP layer disposed on the first LCP layer 
(page 1163 col. 1). 
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Regarding claim 5, Seiberie discloses the first LPP layer has a selected orientation and 
the second LCP layer has the selected orientation (Fig. 9). 

Regarding claim 1 1, Seiberie discloses a retarder plate disposed on the first DRP and a 
second DEIP disposed on the retarder plate (Fig. 9; page 1 163 col. 1). 

Regarding claim 12, Seiberie discloses the retarder plate and the second DRP are selected 
so as to provide a two-dimensional anti-aliasing filter for at least one color of light (Fig. 6). 

Regarding claim 14, Seiberie discloses the retarder plate includes a plurality of quarter- 
wave retarder plates (page 1 162 col. 2). 

Regarding claim 15, Seiberie discloses the first DRP, the retarder plate, and the second 
DRP are all made from an LPP material and a LCP material (Fig. 9). 

Regarding claim 17, Seiberie discloses the substrate is infrared blocking color claims 
(page 1 165 col. 1). Seiberie states the substrate is quartz which is known as an IR blocker. 

Regarding claims 18 and 19, Seiberie discloses an infrared blocking filter (Fig. 4). 

Regarding claim 20, Seiberie discloses a package and a photodetector array disposed 
within the package, the anti-aliasing filter being disposed on the package (Figs. 3, 4, 6 and 7). A 
package that includes a photodetector array would be inherent in order to obtain the data 
displayed in Figs. 3, 4, 6 and 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3, 10, 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Seiberle ("Photo Aligned Anisotropic Optical Thin Films"). 

Regarding claims 3 and 10, Seiberle teaches the invention as claimed but lack reference 
to an intervening layer or an adhesive. It is extremely well known in the art to use an adhesive 
layer to attach layers to a substrate. Official Notice is taken. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the Seiberle invention 
include an adhesive layer as is known in the art for the purpose of better adhesion between the 
LPP and substrate and reduced internal stress. 

Regarding claims 13 and 16, Seiberle teaches the invention as claimed and suggests that 
the materials used for the LPP and LCP in the anti-ahasing filter can be chosen to provide any 
desired results (page 1 164 col. 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have the Seiberle invention include materials to provide 
the claimed function as suggested by Seiberle for the purpose of providing a different filtering 
function for different wavelengths. 

Claims 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Seiberle 
("Photo Aligned Anisotropic Optical Thin Films") in view of Daishinku Corp ("Optical Low 
Pass Filters"). 
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Seiberle teaches the invention as claimed but lacks reference to the use of the claimed 
thickness and the use of an antireflective filter. Daishinku Corp teaches the use of a thickness 
between about 10 and about 150 microns (page 3 specifications) and a first and second anti- 
reflective filter placed on first and second surfaces of the anti-aliasing filter (page 3 example of 
products). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have the Seiberle invention include the thickness and antireflective filters of 
Daishinku Corp for the purpose of precisely filtering the incident wavelengths while not 
reflecting incident light beam. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed October 17, 2005 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Seiberle is not an anti-aliasing filter. Anti-aliasing filters minimize 
jagged patterns of a high resolution image when displayed at a lower resolution. This is an 
intended use of the filter structure claimed in the claim limitations and therefore is not given 
significant patentable weight, Seiberle teaches all the claimed components of an anti-aliasing 
filter and all the claimed components of the double refi-action plate (DRP) and therefore would 
be able to perform any of the claimed functions of the anti-aliasing filter and DRP. If there are 
more elements that make the filter or DRP function in the claimed manner the applicant must put 
those elements in the claim limitations. 

Applicant argues that no DRP are shown. According the to the claimed limitations a 
DRP comprises a liquid photo-polyermization (LPP) layer and a liquid crystal polymer layer 
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(LCP). Seiberle teaches the use of an LP? and an LCP in combination and therefore a DRP is 
present as required by the claimed limitations. 

Applicant further argues that the thickness of the LCP layer is not selected to provide 
separation of ordinary and extraordinary light rights. Seiberle teaches the thickness of the LCP 
layer can be selected to achieve any desired optical function (page 1 162 col. 2). The thickness of 
the LCP layer is shown in Fig. 5. The claim language does not state a required thickness range 
to achieve the desired function, therefore the statement of Seiberle that the thickness can be 
chosen to achieve a desired optical function satisfies the claimed Umitations. 

. Applicant argues that the prior art does not tech the DRP selected to provide two- 
dimensional anti-aliasing filter. The prior art teaches all the claimed structure of the invention 
and therefore is capable of performing all the claimed functions of the invention. 

Applicant argues that the prior art lacks a package containing a photodetector array. The 
Seiberle reference shows data obtained using the system; therefore some means of 
photodetection must inherently be present. A package can be interpreted to mean a system and 
the combination of the filter and photodetection means is a system. 

Applicant argues that there is no suggestion to combme Seiberle and Daishinku. The 
thickness of the filter layer balances the desired impact of the filter on the incident light beam 
and the amount of light absorbed by the filter. The thicker the filter the more significant the 
desired impact on the incident light beam. However, more light is absorbed thus reducing the 
intensity of the transmitted light resulting in either less light to the detector or a need for a 
stronger light source, which costs more. A thin filter absorbs less light but does not have a great 
of a desired impact on the incident light beam. Therefore the thickness of the layer is very 
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important. The Daishinku reference has a thickness that satisfies the balancing of the desired 
impact and light absorption and therefore it would be advantageous to combine the thickness 
teaching with Seiberle to maximize the efficient use of the incident light beam. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS M ADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua L. Pritchett whose telephone number is 571-272-23 1 8. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:00 - 3:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Drew A. Dunn can be reached on 571-272-23 12. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





